The intelligence, measurement, knowledge, models, and desktop "best practice" tools discussed in this article are the types of "products" being developed by the 21stcentury business researchers who are determined to add quantifiable value to the business enterprise-and the fact-based support being used by the brand and agency teams that are determined to win in the marketplace, quarter-to-quarter and year-toyear. By accounting for, improving, and achieving a return on advertising investments consistent with quarterly business objectives, what is traditionally viewed as a "cost of doing business" can be transformed to "wise investments in the business." MANY VIEW ADVERTISING as a cost of doing business rather than wise investments in the business-a view that has created the roller-coaster rides of cutting advertising "spending" to meet quarterly VIII. Improvement of a "couple of points" can be achieved through several proven better advertising practices.
profit objectives. This has most likely resulted from marketers not knowing, not being able to account for, not being able to improve, and/or not being able to achieve the return from investments in advertising consistent with their business objectives.
In an analysis of market mix modeling for 45 brands, Ephron and Pollak (2003) concluded that, on average, every advertising dollar spent returns just $.54 for consumer package goods and $.87 for non-consumer package goods.
While there are unique business objectives in each advertising situation, whether they be meeting specific growth or ROI targets, defending market position, or just keeping the distribution channels open, knowing the probable return or market impact of an advertising plan in advance of airing, with time to revise, and with the knowledge as to what and how to revise, are critical conditions for the achievement of consistent performance and the shifting of paradigms from a "cost of doing business" to "wise investments in the business."
In this paper, we will review specific knowledge about the television medium which provides insights into better advertising practices that, when adopted, can lead to more consistent and desirable contribution to the business enterprise: I. Television advertising, today, may still be the most powerful element in the marketing mix.
II. Continuous airing produces more sales than flighting (with similar weight).
III. Airing advertisements-even those with modest impact-produces more sales than going dark.
IV. Ninety-four percent of all advertisements have a positive impact on sales. V. Given these findings, it is no longer a matter of whether or not TV advertising is effective but whether it is effective enough to meet the specific business objectives.
VI. While never perfect, the knowledge, measurement, and models are available to account for advertising's impact after the fact, and to forecast the expected contribution of the plan for the next business quarter-before going to air and with time to adjust the plan.
VII. When there are indications that the advertising plan will not meet the business objectives, just a "couple of points" improvement will often make the difference. IX. Desktop tools for 24/7 decision support, facilitate the adoption of these better practices during the advertising-development and airing cycles.
In a nutshell, advertising intelligence, measurement, knowledge, models, and "best practice" desktop tools can empower brand and agency teams to know, account for, improve, and achieve a return from in- Figures 1 and 2 , respectively) *Data from InfoScan, IRI, Markettrack, scantrack, or Nielsen Retail Index. Source: The ARS Group (2004) . Figure 1 ARS Persuasion Scores to Market Results (Market-share change-4-week period after airing versus 4-week period before airing) 1 Of the 332 cases, quarterly share data were available for 285. 2 Data from InfoScan, iri, Markettrack, scantrack, or Nielsen Retail Index. Source: The ARS Group (2004) . Although there would be no market impact at all without airing the advertisements, the relationship between advertising weight alone and market response (r ϭ .25) is not as strong as the relationship between advertising "quality" and market response. This finding is not surprising, as it converges with previous ARS Group studies (Blair, 1987 (Blair, , 1993 and other respected industry sources. For instance, Information Resources, Inc., found "no apparent relationship between the size of the weight increase and sales success" (Lodish, 1991) . John Philip Jones's shortterm advertising strength (STAS) analyses have suggested that "heavy advertising weight is not necessary to generate a positive STAS differential" (Jones, 1995 ............................................................................................................................................................ Total GRPs 15, 034^20, 400 ............................................................................................................................................................. Average displays 22^43 ............................................................................................................................................................. Average retailer advertisements 29^37 ............................................................................................................................................................. Average selling price $1. 80^$1.64 ............................................................................................................................................................. Total TV power (PRP delivery 1 ) 679 ........................................................................................................................................................... . 19% ............................................................................................................................................................. 1 PRP is an acronym for Persuasive Rating Point. The PRP measurement, a composite of ARS Persuasion scores and GRPs, was a precursor to the PPD metric described in Appendix C. 2 Market-share increase versus base period (last 20 weeks of 1987).
Source: Adams (1997 
III. Airing advertisements -even those
with modest impact -produces more sales than going dark. Current analyses suggest that airing advertisements with ARS Persuasion levels of even 2.0 or lowerbut greater than zero-has impact in the marketplace versus not advertising; and airing zero-level ARS Persuasion advertising has the same impact as going dark (Table 3) .
That is, not advertising -or airing a zerolevel advertisement -results in a loss of 0.4 share points over the next business quarter versus no loss with an advertisement scoring 2.0 or less of a loss with an advertisement scoring 0.5 to 1.5 (in the average market).
This "no advertising equals zero-level ARS Persuasion advertising" finding is also supported by no-stimulus testing conducted in the ARS laboratory. In a nostimulus test, respondents are asked to choose a product in the brand's category before and after exposure to television material in which no advertising for that particular category is shown. In other words, there is no advertising stimulus between the two brand choice occasions.
As indicated by the nearly perfect relationship shown in Figure 4 Because the analyses previously described have indicated that airing even low-scoring advertising produces more
To determine if the observed effect was a function of differences in PPD levels between the two sets (that is, differences in ARS Persuasion levels and GRPs) or if this was truly a result of continuity versus flighting, regression lines were filled to each dataset independently and compared via a test of differences. The slope of the regression line for the continuous-airing cases proved to be significantly greater than that of the flighted cases at the 95 percent confidence level.
*Data from InfoScan, IRI, Markettrack, scantrack, or Nielsen Retail Index. Source: The ARS Group (2004) .
Figure 3 Flighting versus Continuous Airing
sales than not advertising-and that not advertising is the same as airing advertisements with zero-level ARS Persuasion results-we can look to the integrated database to determine the proportion of all advertisements tested that have scored above zero and, therefore, would have some impact on market performance. The ARS database distribution of the over 10,000 most recently tested advertisements reveals that nearly all (94 percent) score above zero and would positively impact the market, relative to not advertising (Table 4 ). This study may be the first in history to suggest that Wanamaker was wrong: only about 6 percent of advertising is wasted, not 50 percent! V. Given these findings, it is no longer a matter of whether or not TV advertising is effective, but whether it is effective enough to meet the specific business objectives. As the methods of measuring market responses have become more precise over the years-from bimonthly store audits, to split-cable studies, to scanner sales-we have observed more precision in the relationship between those outcomes and the size of ARS Persuasion results. This precision allows for the determination of just how effective an advertisement or series of advertisements isand whether the level of effectiveness is more than sufficient, or less than sufficient, given the brand's specific business objectives.
As shown in Table 5 , advertisements scoring in the 2.0-2.9 range maintain ............................................................................................................................................................ GRPs alone .25 .06 .05 4.08 95% ............................................................................................................................................................. ARS Persuasion metric alone .70* .49 .48 57.46 99%+ ............................................................................................................................................................. ARS Persuasion level and GRPs (PPD) . 75 .56 .55 75.75 99%+ ............................................................................................................................................................. ARS Persuasion level, GRPs, and flighting .79 .62 .61 98.16 99%+ ............................................................................................................................................................. *Among subset of cases with media data. r ϭ .72 among total data set. Source: The ARS Group (2004) . .......................................................................... 2.0 60.0 ........................................................................... 1.5 −0.1 ......................................................................... .. As can be seen in the last column of Table 5 , the higher the ARS Persuasion level, the higher the average share change observed. Note that when advertising persuasiveness is more than sufficient, addi-tional investment behind the advertising will continue to provide positive returns (see Shepard and Ashley, 2002) . When it is less than sufficient, just "a couple of points" improvement will often make the difference (see Section VII). ................................................................................................... ............................................................................................................................................................ 12.0 92% 8% ............................................................................................................................................................. ......................................................................................................................................................... ......................................................................................................................................................... .................................................................... 4 ............................................................................................................................................................. 9.0-11.9 31 100% 97% 72% 49% +2. 2 ............................................................................................................................................................. 7.0-8.9 35 100% 87% 56% 36% +1.6 .. ........................................................................................................................................................... 4 .0-6.9 86 80% 58% 33% 9% +0.8 ............................................................................................................................................................. 3.0-3.9 37 80% 46% 26% 6% +0.5 ............................................................................................................................................................ . ........................................................................................................................................................... . ........................................................................................................................................................... .............................................................................................. 
VI. While
9.0 86% 14% ....7.0 77% 23% ....4.0 54% 46% ............................................................................................................................................................. 3.0 42% 58% ............................................................................................................................................................. 2.0 28% 72% ............................................................................................................................................................. 1.0 15% 85% ............................................................................................................................................................. 0.0 6% 94% ............................................................................................................................................................. Source: The ARS Group (2004).
... ARS Persuasion
Ranges n 0.0+ 0.5+ 1.0+ 2.0+ Average Share Change Observed ............................................................................................................................................................. 12.0+ 29 100% 100% 94% 83% +5.2.0-2.9 49 53% 19% 6% 0% +0.0 .<2.0 65 47% 12% 2% 0% −0.2 .
.. Basic Proposition
Below Average Average Superior .. ...................................................................................................................................................... ........................................................................................................................................................... . ........................................................................................................................................................... . ....................................................................................................................................................... ... Note: The selling/value propositions and executions in this database are determined to be "below average," "average," or "superior" based on their relationship to the Fair Share degree-of-difficulty norm (at the 90 percent confidence level). This benchmark takes into account category/brand loyalty, the number of brands competing in the category, and the advertised brand's share to determine the score expected, on average, given the current category and brand's environment. ........................................................................................................................................................ ..
40%
+2.3 .. ........................................................................................................................................................ ... Note: In this ongoing study, advertisements that have been tested then revised are tested again in revised form. The ARS Persuasion score of the revised version is compared to the score of the original. The driver and diagnostic input is considered to have improved the advertisement if the score of the revised advertisement is significantly higher than that of the original at the 90 percent confidence level. Sources: Shirley (1999) and The ARS Group (2000) . ...................................................................................................................................................... ......................................................................................................................................................... .
One 30-second advertisement 1.6 $5.6 million . ........................................................................................................................................................ 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
We have reviewed specific learning, or knowledge, about the television medium which provides insight into better advertising practices; practices that when adopted, can lead to a more consistent contribution to the business enterprise, as well as improvement in performancewhen necessary or desirable-and there- VII. When there are indications that the advertising plan will not meet the business objectives, just a "couple of points" improvement will often make the difference. Be aware of the plan's odds of success early in the process, and be prepared to take the necessary actions to improve.
VIII. Improvement of a "couple of points" can be achieved through several proven better practices.
• Test upstream in the advertisingdevelopment cycle to find a selling/ value proposition strong enough to support advertising executions that can meet the business objectives.
• Sort storyboards and make revisions to advertisements guided by "validated-to-improvement" feedback. Test final copy to be sure that any executional enhancements and revisions have had the desired effect, allocating media weight accordingly.
• Account for the wearout factor before going to the production "shoot," planning for the appropriate number of executions or poolouts needed to deliver the desired selling power.
• Do not sell short advertisements short; allocate media dollars relative to an advertisement's unique selling power, regardless of its length.
IX. Desktop tools for 24/7 decision support facilitate the adoption of better practices during the advertisingdevelopment and airing cycles.
• In order to achieve the specific business objectives, use a desktop adver-Account for the wearout factor before going to the production "shoot," planning for the appropriate number of executions or poolouts needed to deliver the desired selling power.
When there are indications that the advertising plan will not meet the business objectives, just a "couple of points" improvement will often make the difference. 's odds of success early in the process, and be prepared to take the necessary actions to improve.
Be aware of the plan
tising planner and sound measurement to determine how strong a proposition is needed, how many executions or poolouts to produce, when the executions should be refreshed, and how to allocate media dollars behind them.
• View competitive advertising activity, in real time, in order to assess, quantify, and respond to any "best in class" threats before incurring a prolonged negative impact to the business.
The business implications for adopting these types of empirically supported better practices are enormous. For instance, the better practice examples cited earlier in this article would add $1.7 million to $7.0 million in retail sales over a single business quarter and improve the average advertising track record from a payback of $.54 and $.87 on the dollar to $0.80 to $1.57 on the dollar (see Table 9 ).
Projecting these results to a business enterprise of, for example, 10 brands and for a full fiscal year would return $48 to $208 million more in net sales, and $40 to $168 million more in operating in-come, from a similar level of advertising investment.
Furthermore, these levels of improved performance and return on investment are not merely hypothetical. Many practitioners have used these better practices in advertising and have experienced exceptional results. Some have even published their experiences (Adams, 1997; Bean, 1995; Conlin, 1994; Cox, 1995; Masterson, 1999; Mondello, 1996; Shepard and Ashley, 2002; Shirley, 1999) . As former Senate Minority Leader Everett Dirksen once observed, "A billion here, a billion there, and pretty soon you're talking real money."
The intelligence, measurement, knowledge, models, and "best practice" tools discussed in this article are the types of "products" being developed by the 21st century business researchers who are determined to add quantifiable value to the business enterprise, and the fact-based support being used by the brand and agency teams that are determined to win in the marketplace, quarter-to-quarter and year-to-year. These teams will know, account for, improve, and achieve the return from investments in advertising consistent with their business objectives ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. (Base level) 1 (n.a.) 2 ($0.54) ($0.87) .. .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 32 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Revisions based on validated drivers +$0.50 $1. 04 $1.37 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Account/plan for wearout when producing +$0.50 $1. 04 $1.37 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ More weight behind strong 15-second advertisements +$0.70 $1. 24 $1.57 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Note: Assuming a $2 billion market, 75 percent of retail sales go to the advertiser, 80 percent margin on incremental volume, and an advertising cost of $3.75 million per quarter. 1 Ephron and Pollak (2003 
Advertisements based on strong proposition
+$0.45 $0.99 $1.
APPENDIX A RELEAS Definitions
In Group, 1983 Group, , 2004 Blair, 1987; Blair and Rabuck, 1998) . When compared to the market results from "uncontrolled" environments where variations in the other elements of the marketing mix also come into play, the level of correspondence has been in the .60-.70 range (The ARS Group, 2004; Ashley, 1998; Buzzell, 1964; Dodd, 1964; Kelly, 1964; Murphy, 1968) .
Currently, there is a strong relationship between ARS Persuasion scores and subsequent "uncontrolled" market results (in the following 4-week period) (as was shown in Figure 1 ). This relationship continues when the analysis period is extended to quarterly market response, the time period aligned with business planning and accountability cycles (Figure 2) . The metric is also calibrated across brands, categories, and countries; a "2" is a "2" and a "7" is a "7" in the United States, Mexico, Germany, etc., making it easy to understand and act upon for the global advertiser. Note that this relationship holds across the following types of brands, categories, and advertising: es- Related recall also accounts for 14 percent of the variance in ARS Persuasion outcomes (r ϭ ϩ.37), but it does not add any sales-predictive power beyond that of the ARS Persuasion measurement alone; in other words, the effects of attention and memorability that relate to sales are captured in the behavioral ARS Persuasion measurement. As such, the measurement of related recall is useful as a diagnostic for ARS Persuasion results, but not for explaining additional variance in market impact (The ARS Group, 1997c Group, , 2004 .
UNDERSTANDING THE PERSUASION

POINTS DELIVERED METRIC
Previous studies (Blair, 1987; Blair and Rabuck, 1998) Duracell stuck with the same branddifferentiating benefit (lasts longer) and brand personality (high quality/trustworthy) over the entire 11-year period. They leveraged this consistent strategy and equity across time and the world, producing phenomenal marketing and business results. A Proprietary Brand Drivers reading indicated that their "long-lasting" benefit was played back at 2.5 times the average advertisement. Their brand personality, "high quality/trustworthy," was played back at five times the average advertisement, and their overall "equity" score was over three times the average. 
